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The aim of this paper is to evaluate critically four competing theories which variously explain informal 
sector entrepreneurship as a traditional activity that has not yet been incorporated into the modern 
system (modernization theory), a form of production integral to contemporary capitalism conducted 
by marginalized population groups as a survival strategy (structuralist theory), a voluntarily chosen 
endeavor and popular reaction to excessive regulation by the state (neo-liberal theory) or a voluntarily 
chosen practice conducted for social, redistributive, political resistance or identity reasons (post-
structuralist theory).  Reporting the results of face-to-face interviews with 215 informal entrepreneurs 
in Zamfara, a tropical region in Nigeria, the finding is that no one theory is universally valid. Instead, 
each theory is valid in relation to different groups of entrepreneur and only by combining all of them 
can a finer-grained and more nuanced explanation of the complex and heterogeneous character of 
informal sector entrepreneurship be achieved.  
Keywords: entrepreneurship; informal sector; informal entrepreneurship; Nigeria; Zamfara state. 
1.   Introduction 
In recent decades, the field of entrepreneurship has witnessed the growth of a burgeoning 
literature on informal sector entrepreneurship that has challenged the long-standing ideal-
type portrayal of entrepreneurs as super heroes by bring to attention the lived practice of 
entrepreneurship (Bigsten et al, 2000; Cross, 2000; Das, 2003; Gurtoo and Williams, 2009; 
House, 1984; Khan, 2018; Mukorera, 2019; Simon, 1998; Skinner, 2005; Tamkin 2009; 
Villanueva et al., 2018; Williams, 2013, 2015, 2018; Williams and Gurtoo, 2011; Williams 
and Kedir, 2016, 2017; Williams, et al, 2013, 2016a,b, 2017; Zuin, 2004). To explain this 
entrepreneurship in the informal sector, various competing theories have emerged. For 
many decades, it was simply viewed as a leftover of a traditional mode of production yet 
to be incorporated into the modern system (see Lewis, 1954). However, the recognition of 
its persistence and even growth has necessitated a re-theorization of such endeavor 
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(Williams et al., 2013). The result has been the emergence of alternative theoretical 
explanations which variously view such endeavor as economic activity integral to 
contemporary capitalism conducted by marginalized population groups as a survival 
strategy (structuralist theory), a voluntary decision and popular reaction to excessive 
regulation by the state (neo–liberal theory) or a voluntary chosen practice conducted for 
social, redistributive, political resistance or identity reasons (post–structuralist theory). 
Until now, empirical studies have not evaluated critically the validity of these competing 
explanations in an African context. The aim of this paper is to fill that gap.   
To achieve this, the first section provides a brief review of the four dominant competing 
theories that have sought to explain participation in informal entrepreneurship and shows 
that there have been no evaluations of the validity of these competing theorizations in an 
African context. To fill this gap, the second section then outlines the methodology used to 
evaluate their validity of these contrasting theories involving face-to-face interviews with 
215 informal entrepreneurs in Zamfara state in Nigeria conducted between September and 
December 2012. The third section then reports the results. This will reveal that although 
each theory is relevant in relation to particular types of informal entrepreneurship, no single 
unique logic underpins all informal entrepreneurship in Zamfara. The final section 
therefore calls for a move beyond the current simplistic singular explanations by proposing 
a typology of informal entrepreneurship that joins together the contrasting theorizations to 
achieve a finer–grained understanding of the varieties of informal entrepreneurship and 
then briefly explores the policy implications of these findings.  
Before commencing, it is necessary to define informal sector entrepreneurship which 
is composed of two elusive concepts since there is no universally agreed definition of either 
entrepreneurship (Anderson and Starnawska, 2008; Parker, 2002; Williams, 2006) or the 
informal sector (ILO, 2002, 2007; Ubogu et al., 2011). Here, therefore, working definitions 
are adopted based on the widest consensus.  Entrepreneurship is defined using the widely 
used international definition adopted by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), 
namely ‘any attempt at new business or new venture creation, such as self–employment, a 
new business organization, or the expansion of an existing business, by an individual, a 
team of individuals, or an established business’ (Reynolds et al., 1999: 3). The informal 
sector, meanwhile, employing the widely used International Labour Organisation (ILO) 
definition, is viewed as composed of unregistered and/or small unincorporated private 
enterprises engaged in the production of goods or services for sale or barter (ILO, 2002: 
125). Informal entrepreneurs are therefore persons operating in the informal sector who are 
either own–account workers or employers who operate unregistered and/or small 
unincorporated enterprises engaged in the production and sale of goods or services for sale 
or barter. 
2.   Competing explanations for informal entrepreneurship 
To commence a review of the competing explanations for informal entrepreneurship, the 
conventional but now widely refuted modernization explanation is reviewed that represents 
informal entrepreneurship as a pre-modern activity which is disappearing with economic 
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progress. Following this, three competing alternative perspectives will be reviewed which 
variously depict the persistence and even growth of informal entrepreneurship to be an 
integral feature of contemporary capitalism and survival practice for those marginalized 
from the circuits of the modern economy (structuralist theory), a voluntarily chosen rational 
economic endeavor (neo-liberal theory) and an endeavor chosen for social, redistributive, 
political or identity reasons (post-structuralist theory). 
2.1.   Modernization theory 
In modernization theory, the economy is viewed as composed of a formal modern economy 
and a separate informal economy (Boeke, 1961; Furnival, 1939; Lewis, 1954) which is 
considered a remnant of traditional and pre-capitalist modes of production. Consequently, 
the perception is that the informal economy will be absorbed by the modern formal 
economy in developing countries, akin to developed western nations (see Becker, 2004; 
Chen, 2005). Informal entrepreneurship is therefore viewed as a leftover of traditional, pre–
modern and pre–capitalist modes of production (Henken, 2005; Williams and Gurtoo, 
2012). Informal entrepreneurs are thus portrayed as the antithesis to everything modern 
and hence signal underdevelopment and backwardness (Potts, 2008; Williams and Gurtoo 
2012; Williams and Round 2007).  
However, a burgeoning literature has revealed that both the informal economy in 
general (Adu-Amankwah, 1999; Becker, 2004; Chen 2005, 2012; Debrah, 2007; ILO, 
2002, 2011; Jütting and Laiglesia, 2009; Meagher and Yunusa 1996; Mustapha, 1991, 
OECD, 2002; Portes et al 1989; Potts, 2008; Rodgers and Williams, 2009; Schneider, 2007; 
Schneider and Enste, 2000; Skinner, 2005; Williams and Round, 2010) and informal 
entrepreneurship in particular (Abumere et al, 1998; CBN/FOS/NISER, 2001; De Soto, 
1989, 2000; Das, 2003; House, 1984; Morris et al, 1997; Perry and Maloney, 2007;  Simon, 
1998; Temkin, 2009; Williams, 2006; Zuin, 2004) is extensive, persistent and even 
growing in many world regions. The outcome is the emergence of alternative explanations 
for informal entrepreneurship. 
2.2.   Structuralist theory 
This school of thought contests the depiction of the formal and informal sectors as separate 
spheres and asserts that informal entrepreneurship is an inherent and integral feature of the 
capitalist mode of production (Castells and Portes, 1989; Portes and Schauffler, 1993) and 
a direct by-product of capitalist accumulation practices (Henkan, 2005) that is used through 
practices such as outsourcing and sub-contracting ‘to serve the needs of the larger firms by 
supplying cheaper goods and services (Dellot, 2012: 16). As a cost-cutting strategy, 
informal entrepreneurs are depicted as marginalized from formal production and forced 
into this endeavor out of necessity as a survival practice.  This theory thus endows informal 
entrepreneurship with negative attributes and in servitude to the formal sphere. Hence, the 
participants are viewed as survivalists and their activities are conducted out of necessity as 
a result of exclusion from the formal sector. In this perspective, informal entrepreneurs are 
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viewed as unwilling and necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Abumere et al. 1998; ILO, 2007, 
2009; Ishengoma and Kappel, 2006; Simon and Birch, 1992; van Rooyen and Antonites, 
2007).  
2.3.   Neo-liberal theory 
In contrast to the negative depictions of informal entrepreneurship in the modernization 
and structuralist theories, a neo-liberal school portrays this sphere more positively as 
composed of heroes throwing off the shackles of burdensome state regulations (De Soto, 
1989) and therefore a direct outcome of over-regulation in the formal market economy (De 
Soto, 1989). Viewed through this lens, informal entrepreneurs are rational economic actors 
who weigh up the costs and benefits of operating formally and make the voluntary decision 
to operate informally so as to avoid the costs, time and effort of formal registration (Becker, 
2004; Biles, 2009; Cross and Morales, 2007; Dellot, 2012; De Soto, 1989; 2000; Perry and 
Maloney, 2007; Small Business Council, 2004). In consequence, ‘the real problem is not 
so much informality as formality’ (De Soto, 1989: 255). Informal entrepreneurs are 
therefore the vanguard of a populist movement challenging over-regulation and 
burdensome state regulations.    
2.4.   Post-structuralist theory 
A group of post-structuralist scholars, akin to the neo-liberals, again view informal 
entrepreneurship as a voluntarily chosen endeavor but not as the result of a rational 
economic decision. For this group of scholars, ‘informal entrepreneurs are [not] ... always 
viewed as rational economic actors engaged in profit–motivated monetized transactions 
swayed by the cost/benefit ratios confronting them, as depicted by structuralists and neo–
liberals’ (Williams et al., 2012: 7). Instead, informal entrepreneurship is seen to be 
conducted less for profit-motivated reasons and more for social, redistributive, political or 
identity reasons (Williams and Gurtoo, 2012). Hence, social logics beyond purely profit-
driven economic logics are seen to be associated with the decision to engage in informal 
entrepreneurship (Williams et al., 2009). Entrepreneurs operating in the realm are thus 
viewed as again doing so out of choice but for social, redistributive, political and identity 
logics, including as a life–style choice (Biles, 2008; Whitson, 2007; Williams and Gurtoo, 
2011; Williams and Nadin, 2010). 
Until recently, most commentators adopted one or other of these perspectives when 
explaining informal sector entrepreneurship and these four theorizations were viewed as 
incompatible and rival explanations (Amin et al. 2002; De Soto, 2000). However, in recent 
years, a few scholars have begun to show that different explanations are applicable to 
different population groups when studying informal entrepreneurship. In advanced western 
economies and transition societies, for example, it has been shown that structuralist 
explanations are more applicable to relatively deprived populations and the agency-
oriented explanations of neo-liberal and post-structuralist thought to relatively affluent 
groups (Evans et al. 2006; Gurtoo and Williams, 2009; Williams, 2006; Williams and 
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Nadin, 2010). Until now, however, there have been few, if any, known attempts to evaluate 
whether this is also the case in other global regions such as Africa. This paper therefore 
seeks to fill that gap.   
3.   Methodology: examining informal entrepreneurship in Zamfara, Nigeria 
In Nigeria, similar to other sub-Saharan African nations, participation in informal 
entrepreneurship is extensive and growing (Abumere et al., 1998; Arimah, 2001; Meagher, 
1995; Meagher and Yunusa, 1996; Mustapha, 1991; Ubogu et al. 2011). The result has 
been a burgeoning literature on the informal sector in sub-Saharan Africa focusing on 
issues such as operational processes (e.g. Abumere et al., 1998; Anheier, 1992; Mabogunji 
and Filani, 1981), its capacity for employment generation, poverty reduction and economic 
development (e.g. Atoloye, 2007; Meagher and Yunusa, 1991, 1996; Mustapha, 1991), 
cross-border trade, retailing, street vending and hawking (e.g. Fadahunsi, 1997; Hashim 
and Meagher, 1999; Simon, 1998), its linkages with the formal sector and social networks 
(e.g. Arimah, 2001; Meagher, 2006, 2007, 2009), women’s participation (e.g. Adedokun 
et al, 1998; Coles, 1991; Frishman, 1991; Okejie, 1984; Olarenwaju and Yusuff, 2012; 
Pittin, 1984; Yusuff et al. 2011 Zakari, 2001) and informal sector entrepreneurship and 
environment (e.g. Nwaka, 2005; Omuta, 1986; Onyebueke, 2013; Onyenechere, 2011).  
Until now, when explaining the persistence and growth of informal sector 
entrepreneurship in this global region, the common tendency has been to adopt a mostly 
structuralist perspective. Such entrepreneurship is seen to be a direct by-product of 
structural adjustment austerity measures and reductions in government expenditure, such 
as on welfare services, resulting in a turn to informal entrepreneurship as a survival practice 
amongst those marginalized from the formal sector (Adu-Amankwah, 1999; Dawson, 
1994; Grey-Johnson, 1992; Meagher and Yunusa, 1996; Mustapha, 1991; Potts, 2008). No 
studies have so far sought to evaluate critically the validity of the competing explanations. 
In this paper, therefore, we begin to fill that gap by evaluating the validity of each 
theoretical perspective in the context of Zamfara, Nigeria.  
3.1.   Methodology  
To evaluate these contrasting explanations, in late 2012, a mixed household and enterprise 
survey composed of 215 face-to-face interviews was conducted in Zamfara, Nigeria. Since 
the adoption of the 1993 ILO definition of enterprise in the informal sector, which is the 
definition used in this paper, ‘household and especially mixed (household and enterprise) 
surveys have been recommended as the best means to capture the informal sector’ (Becker, 
2004:16). This research, therefore, followed this mixed method approach and used 
maximum variation sampling, examining affluent and deprived as well as urban, suburban 
and rural populations, to capture any differences in the level and nature of informal 
entrepreneurship. The result was that nine localities; three each from rural, suburban and 
urban areas from the three local government areas of study area were selected. Continuing 
the process of maximum variation sampling, in the three urban localities (Gusau, Kaura–
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Namoda and Talata–Mafara), two types of districts (affluent districts heavily populated by 
high ranking civil servants and the new business class, and deprived districts composed of 
mostly low-income populations) were chosen for study. Out of 75 enumeration areas 
purposely selected for the study, 25 each were affluent urban districts, mixed affluent and 
deprived urban and suburban districts and deprived rural, suburban and urban districts. The 
adoption of maximum variation sampling was intended to ensure that a full range of 
economic environments were captured so that the results did not reflect the economic 
activities of a particular locality or social class as might have been the case if just a locality 
or group was selected. 
In each chosen locality, a mixed household and enterprise survey was conducted. This 
is because it would capture a range of different types of enterprises (at home, street and on 
the business premises). To achieve this, a spatially stratified sampling technique was used 
to choose the 75 enumeration areas (EAs) from the nine localities using a sampling frame 
proportionate to the population of the localities. The sampling frames of five, ten and 
twenty cases were used for rural, suburban and urban localities respectively. 
In phase one, a sample area survey was conducted in order to ascertain (the extent) rate 
of participation and to identify informal entrepreneurs willing to participate in the 
enterprise survey (stage two). In phase two, participants were purposely chosen to 
participate in the survey after confirming their willingness to take part in the research. Here, 
a stratified sampling method was used to choose the prospective participants because it 
allows a degree of representativeness which reduces the sampling error by ensuring that 
different groups of participants in the survey area (population) were adequately captured 
(Oikelome, 2013). A total of 225 participants were selected. However, ten participants 
chosen to take part in the survey did not grant an interview. Therefore, 215 interviews are 
reported. The survey was conducted between September and December 2012. 
The interview involved a mixed method approach using structured face-to-face 
interviews that employed a mix of closed- and open-ended questions. Most of the closed-
ended questions were dichotomous with some containing multiple choices, whilst open-
ended questions were used mostly on questions related to their attitudes and views. 
Questions were asked about their socio-demographic characteristics, employment history, 
income, their reasons for starting-up their enterprises and about their motives for engaging 
in entrepreneurship and how these had changed over time. Interviews lasted an average of 
one hour with some extending to 80 minutes. The results are presented below. 
4.   Findings: evaluating theorizations of informal entrepreneurship in Zamfara, 
Nigeria  
This survey conducted in 75 enumeration areas in nine localities revealed a high rate of 
participation in informal entrepreneurship. Of the 1,409 entrepreneurs surveyed, 1,276 (91 
per cent) operated informally. Therefore, some nine in every ten entrepreneurs were not 
registered and conducted their activities informally. Examining the 215 informal 
entrepreneurs interviewed for phase two, 189 (88 per cent) asserted that their enterprises 
operated wholly unregistered and that their transactions were not on the radar screen of the 
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state. The remaining 26 (12 per cent) were licensed or registered and conducted some of 
their transactions off-the-books. 
Given this propensity of entrepreneurs to operate in the informal sector, informal 
entrepreneurship cannot be considered a residual or leftover, as claimed by modernization 
theory. When these findings are coupled with the finding of national surveys that identify 
an increasing rate of participation in informal entrepreneurship (CBN/FOS/NISER, 2001; 
SMEDAN/NBS, 2012), the modernization thesis is here deemed invalid. Informal 
entrepreneurship is an extensive activity. In fact, the majority of entrepreneurs operate in 
the informal sector and it is entrepreneurs operating wholly in the formal sector who appear 
to be the residual category of entrepreneur in this region.   
Is it the case, therefore, that informal entrepreneurs participate in such endeavor due to 
their exclusion from the formal realm (as modernization and structuralist theory suggests), 
or does such endeavor arise from a voluntary decision to ‘exit’ the formal sphere (as neo-
liberal and post-structuralist theory suggests)? To evaluate this, Table 1 examines the main 
reasons participants gave for engaging in the informal entrepreneurship. This reveals that 
no one theory is universally valid. Indeed, 17 per cent gave motives reflecting the 
modernization perspective, 36 per cent stated rationales associated with structuralist 
explanations, 39 per cent motives associated with neo-liberal explanations and 8 per cent 
motives associated with post-structuralist explanations. 
 
Table 1: Main reason for informal entrepreneurship, Zamfara, Nigeria 2012 
Motive % (n=213) 
Modernisation explanation:  
    Inheritance/family tradition 17 
Structuralist explanations:  
   Lack of alternative income source 6 
   Self and family sustenance 30 
Neo–liberal explanations:  
   Job security 14 
   Higher income (make money) 11 
   Additional income 14 
Post–structuralist explanations:  
   To be one’s own boss, freedom and independence 4 
   Social redistributive rationales 1 
   Identity rationales 2 
   Resistance rationales 1 
Total 100 
Source: Survey of informal entrepreneurs in Zamfara, Nigeria, 2012 
 
Some 17 per cent of entrepreneurs stated that it was an historical legacy and/or family 
tradition to engage in informal entrepreneurship (e.g., street hawking) and that they were 
carrying on this tradition across generations, reflecting the modernization perspective. 
These were mostly those involved in traditional trades and occupations, such as 
blacksmiths, traditional barbers, healers, weavers (cloths and straw floor mats), butchers, 
dyers and tanners. For these informal entrepreneurs, such endeavor is a traditional or 
ancestral endeavor passed down to them from previous generations, as has been identified 
elsewhere (Williams and Gurtoo, 2011; Williams and Youssef, 2013). As participants 
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stated, ‘it has been our traditional family occupation’, ‘every member of our family learns 
this trade’, ‘I learned this business from my father as our traditional family occupation’ and 
‘it was just my traditional occupation meant to serve as a source of income and to preserve 
my family trade’. 
A further 36 per cent of entrepreneurs asserted that their main reason for engaging in 
informal entrepreneurship was necessity-driven and/or that it was a survival strategy in the 
absence of alternative means of livelihood. Contrary to popular prejudice, therefore, not all 
informal entrepreneurs are necessity-driven, as the structuralist explanation suggests. For 
the one-third of informal entrepreneurs citing this rationale, however, common statements 
were: ‘I started the venture to meet ends needs because at that time maintaining my family 
seemed to be very difficult’. ‘I started the activity in order to find a means of sustaining 
myself as a formal job was not forthcoming after my graduation from secondary school’. 
‘After the demise of my husband, I have to strive hard to cater for my children’ and 
‘Initially I started the activity in order to find a means of survival and to satisfy my 
immediate needs’. 
For many informal entrepreneurs surveyed, the main reason for informal 
entrepreneurship was that it was a voluntarily chosen decision. Almost two-fifths (39 per 
cent) of participants cited neo-liberal rationales such as job dissatisfaction, job security, 
additional income, and it gives higher income than formal job. Indeed, some 14 per cent 
engaged in the activity to earn additional income, 14 per cent for job security, and 11 per 
cent because it gives a higher income relative to formal employment. Common statements 
were: ‘My income is comparably better than the salary being paid to some of my 
contemporaries in the formal employment’, ‘I have discarded the idea of searching for 
government employment as I am no longer interested in taking a formal job. Instead, I will 
preoccupy myself with how to expand my transport business’, ‘there are too many 
registration requirements’, ‘there is a lot of bureaucracy in business registration’ and ‘there 
are complex business registration requirements and procedures’.  
A further 8 per cent of participants stated that their main reason for participating in 
informal entrepreneurship was again voluntary but due to non-economic rationales, such 
as wanting to be their own boss and enjoy freedom and independence (4 per cent), to help 
others (1 per cent), to use informal entrepreneurship to establish a new identity of who and 
what they are (2 per cent) and for political resistance rationales due to not believing in the 
government (1 per cent). As participants variously stated, ‘it is part of my contribution to 
community development’, ‘some of the services were meant to further cement our 
relationship in the community’, ‘these days government is no longer providing everything 
for the citizens, as a community we must engage ourselves in some social works to solve 
our community problems’, ‘we formed the association to defend our business interest, 
access resources that will facilitate our activities’, ‘I joined the cooperative society to 
improve my saving and buy goods at cheaper rates and at the same time help others to 
alleviate their financial problems through cheap loans’. 
From this analysis of the main reasons given for participating in informal 
entrepreneurship, therefore, it appears that motives associated with the neo-liberal 
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explanation is most popular followed by motives associated with structuralism, 
modernization and post-structuralism respectively.  
Examining only the main reason for participating in informal entrepreneurship, 
however, fails to capture the fact that entrepreneurs often have multiple rationales for 
operating informal enterprises. To begin to capture these multiple motives, therefore, Table 
2 examines the fuller rationales for participation in informal entrepreneurship when 
analyzing their responses to not only their main reason but also their additional reasons for 
engaging in informal entrepreneurial endeavor. 
 
Table 2: Fuller rationales for participation in informal entrepreneurship, Zamfara, Nigeria, 2012 
Motive % (n= 213) 
Solely modernization 5 
Solely structuralist 5 
Mostly structuralist but also neo–liberal 22 
Solely neo–liberal 24 
Mostly neo–liberal but also structuralist 13 
Mostly neo–liberal but also post–structuralist 15 
Solely post–structuralist 5 
Mostly post–structuralist but also neo–liberal 11 
Total  100 
Source: Survey of informal entrepreneurs in Zamfara, Nigeria, 2012 
 
This reveals that the majority of informal entrepreneurs (61 per cent) combine rationales 
from several theoretical perspectives to explain their participation in informal 
entrepreneurship when their fuller motives are analyzed. Just one-third of the 17 per cent 
of those whose main reason reflects the modernization perspective cited only 
modernization rationales. Similarly, only one in seven of those whose main reason for 
participation reflects necessity-driven structuralist rationales cite purely necessity-driven 
rationales, but nearly two in three of those citing neo-liberal rationales cite solely neo-
liberal motives. Overall, however, the majority of informal entrepreneurs do not adhere to 
one single theoretical perspective when explaining their motives for informal 
entrepreneurship.    
As Table 3 displays, this is similarly the case when examining how the motives vary 
across different population groups. This reveals that informal entrepreneurs adopting the 
necessity-driven structuralist logic were more concentrated in deprived districts for 
example and also amongst low- and middle-income groups. Similarly, neo-liberal motives 
and post-structuralist rationales were more commonly cited in affluent districts. This 
supports the finding of studies in advanced and transition economies which similarly find 
necessity-driven structuralist motives to be more commonly cited amongst deprived 
populations and neo-liberal and post-structuralist rationales amongst more affluent 
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Table 3: Fuller explanations for participation in informal entrepreneurship: by locality, are 






























All 5 5 22 24 12 15 5 11 
Locality:         
Rural 10** 0 20 20 20 30 0 0 
Suburb 5 6 31 23 10 15 3 8 
Urban 6 3 6 27 18 12 9 18 
Area:         
Affluent 6*** 3 6 26 18 12 9 21 
Deprived 5 6 30 22 11 15 3 8 
Income:         
Low 5** 10 31 20 10 24 0 0 
Middle 3 2 26 20 18 14 2 15 
High 0 0 4 27 18 0 5 46 
Source: Survey of informal entrepreneurs in Zamfara, Nigeria, 2012 
 
It is also important to recognize that informal entrepreneurs’ rationales for participation do 
not remain static over time. For example, their reason for participation may reflect 
modernization or structuralist explanation at the beginning but it might later change to neo-
liberal or post-structuralist rationales. Hence, just because informal entrepreneurial 
endeavor is started for modernization or structuralist reasons associated with inheritance 
(tradition) or economic necessity does not mean that these remain permanent rationales. 
To display this, Table 4 reports the findings on whether participants asserted that their 
rationales had changed over time. The finding is that although 77 per cent stated that their 
rationales had not changed, 23 per cent asserted that they had changed. 
 
Table 4: Changes over time in motives for participation in informal entrepreneurship  
 
Change in motive % (n=213) 
Motives unchanged 77 
From mainly modernisation to mainly neo–liberal 2 
From mainly structuralist to mainly neo–liberal 15 
From mainly neo–liberal to mainly structuralist 1 
From mainly neo–liberal to mainly post–structuralist 4 
From mainly post–structuralist to mainly neo–liberal 1 
Source: Survey of informal entrepreneurs in Zamfara, Nigeria, 2012 
 
On the whole, the major shift was away from necessity-driven to more opportunity-driven 
rationales. This is an important finding. It displays that many who set out as necessity-
driven informal entrepreneurs do not remain necessity-driven as their ventures develop and 
mature. A significant minority shift from being necessity-driven to opportunity-driven, 
suggesting that it would be erroneous to write-off necessity-driven informal entrepreneurs. 
As a motor cycle taxi rider who started out as a necessity-driven informal entrepreneur 
states: 
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‘Initially I started as a commercial motorcycle rider and my wife was managing a 
small provision kiosk attached to my rented apartment. With the savings from my 
operation, I bought a motor vehicle. Currently, I have two vehicles shuttling Abuja–
Kano and Gusau–Abuja. Along with that, I’m also into real estate and property 
development for renting services’. 
 
Necessity–oriented informal entrepreneurs, therefore, appear to be a seedbed out of which 
opportunity–driven entrepreneurs emerge who are the conventional focus for intervention 
and support in economic development (e.g. Harding et al., 2006; Hope, 1997; ILO, 2007b; 
McPherson, 1996; Minniti et al. 2006; Mulinge and Munyae, 1998; Reynolds et al. 2001; 
UN–HABITAT, 2006; Williams, 2006; Williams et al. 2013; Williams and Renooy, 2009; 
UNDP, 2004; United Nations, 1997). As such, one cannot write-off those who start out as 
necessity-driven informal entrepreneurs as potential future catalysts for economic 
development. 
5.   Discussion and conclusions 
This paper has sought to evaluate critically four competing theorizations which variously 
explain informal sector entrepreneurship as a traditional activity that has not yet been 
incorporated into the modern system (modernization theory), a form of production integral 
to contemporary capitalism conducted by marginalized population groups as a survival 
strategy (structuralist theory), a voluntarily chosen endeavor and popular reaction to 
excessive regulation by the state (neo–liberal theory) or a voluntarily chosen practice 
conducted for social, redistributive, political resistance or identity reasons (post-
structuralist theory).  Reporting the results of face-to-face interviews with 215 informal 
entrepreneurs in Zamfara, a tropical region in Nigeria, the finding is no single theorization 
is universally applicable to all the informal entrepreneurs surveyed. Instead, each 
explanation is more valid for some groups of informal entrepreneurs than others. For 
example, it finds that the necessity-driven rationales for informal entrepreneurship 
proposed by the modernization and structuralist perspectives are more valid when 
explaining informal entrepreneurship in deprived populations and the more voluntary 
rationales associated with the neo-liberal and post-structuralist perspectives are more valid 
when explaining informal entrepreneurship in affluent populations. However, it also 
reveals that the motives of most informal entrepreneurs cannot be captured in a single 
theoretical explanation. Rather, the majority of informal entrepreneurs combine rationales 
from two or more theoretical perspectives when explaining their participation. It also 
displays that their motives shift over time, albeit largely from necessity-driven to voluntary 
rationales.   
To fully understand the motives for participation in informal sector entrepreneurship, 
therefore, it is no longer valid to view these as competing explanations. Instead, what is 
required is to combine these different theoretical explanations in order to achieve a more 
nuanced and finer-grained understanding of the rationales for informal sector 
entrepreneurship. How, therefore, might this be achieved? Figure 1 outlines a potential way 
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forward for doing so. To capture the diverse logics for engaging in informal sector 
entrepreneurship, this analyses the proportion of informal entrepreneurs who conform to 
each of these logics in any particular population. 
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• By–product of world economic 
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Adopting such an integrative approach when explaining the multifarious varieties of 
informal entrepreneurship will help transcend the depiction of these explanations as rival 
theories. If adopted, a more nuanced and finer-grained understanding of the composition 
of informal entrepreneurship can be achieved. At the same time, a comparative 
understanding of how the nature of informal entrepreneurship varies across populations 
can be also achieved.  
If this paper consequently triggers a move beyond viewing these as competing 
explanations and prompts research on a more integrative understanding in other sub-
Saharan African countries and global regions, then one its major intentions will have been 
achieved. If it also kindles a wider recognition of the heterogeneous nature of informal 
     Formal & informal entrepreneurship    
        interconnected (pro-formalisation) 
   Formal & informal entrepreneurship 
          separate (anti-formalisation) 
STRUCTURALISM 
                 MODERNISATION 
NEO-LIBERALISM 
Voluntary Economic Necessity 
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Examples: informal entrepreneurs engaged in traditional 
economic activities (traditional barbers, blacksmith etc) 
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social redistributive reasons 
• Resistance practice against 
formal waged employment 
Examples: voluntary life style informal 
entrepreneur social work, cooperatives, 
trust, paid favours etc  
  POST-STRUCTURALISM 
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entrepreneurship and starts a discussion of the different ways in which public policy makers 
might respond in a more nuanced manner to the diverse array of entrepreneurs that populate 
this realm, then its fuller objective will have been achieved. 
6.   References 
Abumere, SI, BC Arimah and TA Jerome (1998). The Informal Sector in Nigeria's Development 
Process. Ibadan, Nigeria: Development Policy Centre: DPC Research Report 1. 
Adedokun, O and O Akande (1998). Nigeria: Economic Liberalization and Women in the Informal 
Sector in Rural Nigeria. In Demanding Dignity:  Women Confronting Economic Reforms 
inAfrica, D Tsikata, J Kerr, C Blacklock and J Laforce (eds.), pp. 181-198. Ottawa: Renouf. 
Adu-Amankwah, K (1999). Trade Unions in the Informal Sector: Finding the Bearings (The Case of 
Ghana). Geneva: ILO. 
Amin, A, A Cameron and R Hudson (2002). Placing the Social Economy. London: Routledge. 
Anderson, AR. And M Starnawski (2008). Research practices in entrepreneurship: problems of 
definition, description and meaning. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation, 9(4), 221-230. 
Anheier, HK (1992). Economic environment and differentiation: a comparative study of informal 
sector economies in Nigeria. World Development, 20(11), 1573-1585. 
Arimah, BC (2001). Nature and determinants of linkages between informal and formal enterprises in 
Nigeria. African Development Review-Revue Africaine De Development, 13(1),114-144  
Atoloye, AS (2007). The informal sector and employment generation in Nigeria. Central Bank of 
Nigeria Economic and Financial Review, 45(2), 1-43. 
Becker, KF (2004). The Informal Economy- Fact Finding Study. Stockholm: SIDA. 
Bigsten, A, P Kimuyu and K Lundvall (2000). Are Formal and Informal Small Firms Really 
Different? Retrieved June 15, 2011, from http://www.csae.ox.ac.uk/conferences/2000-
OiA/pdfpapers/bigsten.PDF. 
Biles, JJ (2008). Informal work and livelihoods in Mexico: getting by or getting ahead? The 
Propessional Geographer, 60(4), 541-555 . 
Biles, JJ (2009). Informal work in Latin America: competing perspectives and recent debates. 
Geography Compass, 3(1), 214-236. 
Boeke, J (1961). Indonesian Economics:the concept of dualism in theory and policy. The Hague: 
Wvan Hoeve. 
Castells, M and A Portes (1989). World Underneath: the origins, dynamics and effects of the informal 
economy'. In The Informal Economy: Studies in Advanced and Less Developed Countries, A 
Portes, M Castells and LA Benton (eds.), pp. 11-37. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press. 
CBN/FOS/NISER (Central Bank of Nigeria/Federal Office of Statistics/Nigerian Institute for Social 
and Economic Research). (2001). A Study of Nigeria's Informal Sector, Vol. I: Statistics on 
Nigeria's Informal Sector. Abuja: Central Bank of Nigeria. 
Chen, MA (2005). Rethinking the informal economy: linkages with the formal economy and the 
formal regulatory environment. EGDI and UNU-WIDER Conference on Unlocking Human 
Potential: Linking the Informal and Formal Sectors, 17-18 September. Helsinki, Finland. 
Chen, MA (2012). The Informal Economy: definitions, theories and policies. Cambridge, MA: 
Women in Informal Employment Globalizing and Organising (WIEGO). 
Coles, C (1991). Hausa women's work in a declining urban economy: Kaduna, Nigeria, 1980-1985. 
In Hausa Women in the Twentieth Century, C Coles and B Mack (eds.), pp. 162-191.  
Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press.  
14 Authors’ Name 
 
Cross, JC (2000). Street vendors, modernity and postmodernity: conflict and compromise in the 
global economy. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 20(1), 29-51. 
Cross, J and A Morales (2007). Introduction: locating street markets in the modern/postmodern 
world. In Street Entrepreneurs: People, Place and Politics in Local and Global Perspective, J 
Cross and A Morales (eds.), pp. 1-13. London: Routledge. 
Das, MB (2003). The other side of self-employment: household enterprises in India. Washington DC: 
World Bank Social Protection Discussion Paper Series No. 0318. 
Dawson, J (1994). Responses to adjustment: the marginalisation of small enterprises in Nigeria. 
Small Enterprise Development, 5(2),18-24. 
De Soto, H (2000). The Mystery of Capital: why capitalism triumphs in the West and fails everywhere 
else. New York: Black Swan Book. 
De Soto, H (1989). The Other Path: the informal revolution. New York: Harper and Row. 
Debrah, YA (2007). Promoting the informal sector as a source of gainful employment in developing 
countries: insights from Ghana. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
18(6), 1063-1084. 
Dellot, B (2012). Untapped Enterprise: learning to live with the informal economy. London: RSA. 
Evans, M, S Syrett and CC Williams (2006). Informal Economic Activities and Deprived 
Neighbourhoods. London: Department for Communities and Local Government. 
Fadahunsi, A and P Rosa (2002). Entrepreneurship and illegality: insights from Nigerian cross-border 
trade. Journal of Business Venturing, 17, 397-429. 
Frishman, A (1991). Hausa women in urban economy of Kano. In Hausa Women in the Twentieth 
Century, C Coles and B Mack (eds.), pp. 192-203. Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press. 
Furnival, J (1939). Nerthelands India: a study of plural economiies. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
Grey-Johnson, C (1992). The African informal sector at crossroads: emerging policy options. African 
Development, XVII(1), 65-91 . 
Gurtoo, A and CC Williams (2009). Entrepreneurship and the informal sector. Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation, 10(1),55-62. 
Harding, R, D Brooksbank, M Hart, D Jones-Evans, J Levie and J O'Reilly (2006). Global  
Entrepreneurship Monitor United Kingdom 2005. London: London Business School, Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor. 
Hashim, Y and K Meagher (1999). Cross-border trade and the parallel currency market: trade and 
finance in the context of structural adjustment – a case study from Kano, Nigeria. Upsalla: 
Research Report No. 113, Nordiska Afrikainstitutet.  
Henken, T (2005). Entrepreneurship, Informality and the Second Economy: Cuba's underground 
economy  in comparative perspective. Retrieved September 25th, 2013, from 
www.ascecuba.org/publications/proceeding/volume 15/.../henken.pdf. 
Hope, KR (1997). African Political Economy: contemporary issues in development. New York: ME 
Sharpe. 
House, WJ (1984). Nairobi's informal dector: dynamic entrepreneurs or surplus labour? Economic 
Development and Cultural Change, 32(2), 277-303. 
International Labour Organization (ILO). (1993).15th International Conference of Labour 
Statisticians: Highlights of the Conference and Text of the Three Resolutions Adopted. Bulletin 
of Labour Statistics 1992-2 . 
International Labour Oganization (ILO) (2002). Decent Work and the Informal Economy. Geneva: 
International Labour Office. 
International Labour Organization (ILO) (2007a). African Employment Trends 2007. Geneva: ILO . 
International Labour Organization (ILO) (2007b). The Informal Economy: Enabling Transition to 
Formalization. Tripartite Interregional Symposium on the Informal Economy: Enabling 
Transition to Formalization. Geneva, 27-29 November: International Labour Office. 
 Instructions for Typing Manuscripts (Paper’s Title) 15 
 
International Labour Organization (ILO) (2009). The Informal Economy in Africa: Promoting 
Transition to  Formality: Challenges and Strategies. Geneva: International Labour Office. 
International Labour Organization (ILO) (2011). Statistical update on employment in the informal 
economy. Geneva: ILO Department of Statistics. 
Ishengoma, E and R Kappel (2006). Formalisation of informal enterprises: economic growth and 
poverty. Eschborn: Sector Innovative Tools for Private Sector Development. 
Jutting, JP and JR Laiglesia (2009). Employment, Poverty Reduction and Development: What's new? 
In Is Informal Normal? Towards more and better jobs in developing countries, JP Jutting and 
JR Laiglesia, pp. 17-26. Paris: OECD. 
Khan, EA (2018) The voice of informal entrepreneurs: resources and capabilities perspective. 
Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 23(3), 1-20. 
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946718500152 
Lewis, WA (1954). Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of Labour. Manchester School 
of Economics and Social Studies, 22 (2), 139-192. 
Mabogunje, AL and MO Filani (1981). The informal sector in a small city: the case of Kano 
(Nigeria). In SS Filani. (ed), The Urban Informal Sector in Developing Countries: Employment, 
Poverty and Environment, pp. 83-89. Geneva: ILO. 
McPherson, MA (1996). Growth of micro and small enterprises in Southern Africa. Journal of 
Development Economics, 48, 253-277. 
Meagher, K (1995). Crisis, informalization and the urban informal dector in sub-Saharan Africa. 
Development and Change, 26, 259-284. 
Meagher, K (2007). Networking for success: popular associations and informal enterprise in Nigeria. 
Paper for Workshop on Rural Development: Retrospect and Prospect .St. Anthony's College. 
Meagher, K (2005). Social capital or analytical liability? social networks and African informal 
economies. Global Networks, 5 (3), 217-38 . 
Meagher, K (2009). Trading on faith: religious movements and informal economic governance in 
Nigeria. Journal of Modern African Studies, 47(3), 397-423. 
Meagher, K and M-B Yunusa (1996). Passing the buck: structural adjustment and the Nigerian urban 
informal sector. UNRISD Discussion Paper No. 75. Geneva. 
Minniti, M, W Bygrave and E Autio (2006). Global Entrepreneurship Monotor:2005 Executive 
Report. London: London Business School . 
Morris, MH, P Jones and D Nel (1997). The informal sector, entrepreneurship and economic 
development. San Francisco, CA: United States Small Business Enterprise. 
Mukorera, SZ (2019) Willingness to formalize: a case study of informal micro and small-scale 
enterprises in Zimbabwe. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946719500018 
Mulinge, MM and MM Munyae (1998). The persistent growth in size and importance of the informal 
economy in African Countries: implications for theorising the economy and labour markets. 
African Sociological Review, 2(2), 42-61. 
Mustapha, AR (1991). Structural adjustment and multiple modes of social livelihood in Nigeria. 
Geneva:  Discussion Paper No. 26, UNRISD.  
Nwaka, GI (2005). The urban informal sector in Nigeria: towards economic development, 
environmental health and social harmony. Global Urban Development, 1(1), 1-11. 
OECD, IMF, ILO,CIS STAT. (2002). Measuring the Non-observed Economy - A Handbook. Paris: 
OECD. 
Oikelome, F (2013). A hard or soft HRM approach or both? the challenge of management in a 
developing economy. The 3rd International Conference on Management in Africa. Manchester, 
3 September. 
Okojie, CE (1984). Female migrants in the urban labour market: Benin City, Nigeria. Canadian 
Journal of African Studies, 18(3), 547-562. 
16 Authors’ Name 
 
Olarenwaju, OA and SO Yusuff (2012). Women's access to entrepreneurial resources in informal 
economy: a qualitative analysis of Yoruba Women textlile traders' access to entrepreneurial 
resources at Balogun Market, Lagos-Nigeria. Economic Insights-Trends and Challenges, 
LXIV, 30-43. 
Omuta, GE (1986). The urban informal sector and environmental sanitation in Nigeria: the needless 
conflict. Habitat International, 10(3), 179-187. 
Onyebueke, VU (2013). Policy Implications of the Spatial and Structural Relationshiops of the 
Informal  and Formal Business Sectors in Urban Nigeria: The Case of Enugu (1990-
2010)[online]. PhD, Stellnbosch University South Africa. Last accessed 23 June 2013 at: 
http://hdLhandle.net/10019.1/79889. 
Onyenechere, EO (2011). Spatial distribution of women’s informal economic activities in the rural 
areas of Imo State, Nigeria. Journal of Geography and Regional Planning, 4(1), 20-35. 
Parker, SC (2002). On the dimensionality and composition of entrepreneurship. Durham: Barclays 
Centre for Entrepreneurship, Discussion Paper No.1, Durham Business School.  
Perry, GE and WF Maloney (2007). Overview: Informality -Exit and Exclusion. In Informality: Exit 
or Exclusion, GE Perry and WF Maloney (eds.),  pp. 1-20. Washington DC: World Bank. 
Pittin, RI (1984). Documentation and analysis of the invisible work of invisible women: a Nigerian 
case-study. International Labour Review, 123(4), 473-490. 
Portes, A, M Castells and LA Benton (1989). Conclusion: the policy implications of informality. In 
The Infiormal Economy: Studies in Advanced and Less Developed Countries, A Portes, M 
Castells and LA Benton, pp. 298-311. Baltimore: The Johns Hophins Universty Press. 
Portes, A and R Schauffler (1993). Competing perspectives on the Latin American informal sector. 
Population and Development Review, 19(1), 33-60. 
Potts, D (2008). The urban informal sector in Sub-Saharan Africa: from bad to good (and back 
again?).  Development Southern Africa, 25(2), 151-167. 
Rodgers, P and CC Williams (2009). The informal economy in the Former Soviet Union and Central 
and Eastern Europe, International Journal of Sociology, 39(2), 3-11. 
Reynolds, P, M Hay and SM Camp (1999). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: Executive Report, 
London: London Business School. 
Reynolds, P, WD Bygrave, E Autio and M Hay (2001). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: Executive 
Report. London: London Business School. 
Schneider, F (2007). Shadow Economy and Corruption all Over the World: New Estimates for 145 
Countries. Retrieved June 15th, 2011, from C:/Pfusch/ShadEconomyCorruption_July 
2007.doc. 
Schneider, F and DH Enste (2000). Shadow Economies Around the World- Size, Causes, and 
Consequences, Working Paper No. 196 CESifo Working Paper Series. Retrieved February 
12th, 2011, from http://www.CESifo.de. 
Simon, D and SL Birch (1992). Formalising the informal sector in a changing South Africa: small - 
scale manufacturing on the Witwatersrand. World Development, 20(7), 1029-1045 . 
Simon, PB (1998). Informal responses to crises of employment: An Investigation into the Structure 
and relevance of small-scale informal retailing in Kaduna, Nigeria. Regional Studies, 32(6), 
547-557. 
Skinner, C. (2005). Constraints to growth and employment in Durban: evidence from the informal 
economy. Manchester: WIEGO Research Report No. 65. 
Small & Medium Enterprises Development Agency of Nigeria (SMEDAN)/National Bureau of 
Statistics (NBS). (2011). Survey Report on Micro, Small and Meduim Enterprises (MSMEs) in 
Nigeria:2010 National MSME Collaborative Survey. Abuja: SMEDAN. 
Small Business Council (SBC) (2004). Small Business in the Informal Economy: Making the 
Transition to  the Formal Economy. London: SBC. 
 Instructions for Typing Manuscripts (Paper’s Title) 17 
 
Temkin, B (2009). Informal self-employment in developing countries: entrepreneurship or survivalist 
strategy? some implications for public policy. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 9(1), 
135-156. 
Ubogu, AEJG, CE Laah, CEUdemezue and AR Bako (2011). Detreminants of the location decision 
of informal sector entrepreneurs in Urban Zaria. Journal of Geography and Geology, 3 (1), 
215-226. 
United Nations Centre for Human Settlements (UN-HABITAT). (2006). Supporting the Informal 
Sector in Low-Income Settlements. Nairobi: HABITAT. 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) (2004). Unleashing Entrepreneurship: Making 
Business Work for the Poor. New York: UNDP. 
United Nations, Ofiice of the Special Coordinator for Africa and the Least Developing Countries. 
(1997). Informal Sector Development in Africa: Locating Africa's Informal Sector. New York: 
United Nations. 
van Rooyen, EJ and AJ Antonites (2007). Formalising the informal sector: A case study on the city 
of Johannesburg. Journal of Public Administration, 42(3), 324-346. 
Villanueva, CE, A Angeles and LC Revilla (2018) Tying strong ties in informal entrepreneurship: a 
constraint or an entrepreneurial driver? Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 23(1), 1-
20. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946718500024 
Whitson, R (2007). Beyond the Crisis: economic globalization and informal work in urban Argentina. 
Journal of Latin American Geography, 6(2), 121-136. 
Williams, CC (2006). The Hidden Enterprise Culture Entrepreneurship in the Underground 
Economy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
Williams, CC (2013). Beyond the formal economy: Evaluating the level of employment in informal 
sector enterprises in global perspective. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 18(4), 1-
19.  
Williams, CC (2015). Tackling entrepreneurship in the informal sector: An overview of the policy 
options, approaches and measures. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 19(5), 1-20.  
Williams, CC (2018). Entrepreneurship in the Informal Sector: An Institutional Perspective. London: 
Routledge. 
Williams, CC and A Gurtoo (2011). Evaluating competing explanations for street entrepreneurship: 
 some evidence from India. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research, 1(2), 3-15. 
Williams, CC and A Gurtoo (2012). Evaluating competing theories of street entrepreneurship: some 
 lessons from a study of street vendors in Bangalore, India. International Entrepreneurship 
Management Journal, 8, 391-409. 
Williams, CC and AM Kedir (2016). Business registration and firm performance: Some lessons from 
India. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 21(3), 1-20. 
Williams, CC and AM Kedir (2017). Evaluating the impacts of starting-up unregistered on firm 
performance in Africa. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 22(2), 1-18. 
Williams, CC and B Krasniqi (2018). Explaining entrepreneurship in the informal economy: an 
institutionalist perspective. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 23(2), 1-18. 
Williams, CC and S Nadin (2010). Entrepreneurship and the informal economy: an overview. Jounal 
of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 15(4), 361-378. 
Williams, CC and P Renooy (2009). Measures to Combat Undeclared Work in 27 European Union 
Member States and Norway. Dublin: European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions. 
Williams, CC and J Round (2007). Re-thinking the nature of the informal economy: some lessons 
from Ukraine. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 31(2), 425-441. 
Williams, CC and J Round (2010). Explaining participation in undeclared work: a result of exit or 
exclusion? European Societies, 12(3), 1-28. 
18 Authors’ Name 
 
Williams, CC and M Shahid (2016). Informal entrepreneurship and institutional theory: Explaining 
the varying degrees of (in)formalization of entrepreneurs in Pakistan. Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development, 28(1-2), 1-25. 
Williams, CC and Y Youssef (2013). Evaluating the competing explanations for informal 
entrepreneurship: some lessons from Brazil. In Entrepreneurship in the Informal Economy: 
Models, Approaches and Prospects for Economic Development, MT Thai and E Turkina (eds.), 
pp. 34-49. New  York: Routledge. 
Williams, CC, J Round and P Rodgers (2009). Evaluating the motives of informal entrepreneurs: 
some lessons from Ukraine. Journal of Development Entrepreneurship, 14(1), 1-20. 
Williams, CC, SJ Nadin and PR Rodgers (2012). Evaluating competing theories of informal 
entrepreneurship: some lessons from Ukraine. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Behaviour and Research, 8(5), 528-43. 
Williams, CC, S Nadin, S Newton, P Rodgers and J Windebank (2013). Explaining off-the-books 
entrepreneurship: a critical evaluation of competing perspectives. International 
Entrepreneurship Management Journal, 9(3), 447-465. 
Williams, CC, M Shahid and A Martinez (2016a). Determinants of the level of informality of 
informal micro-enterprises: Some evidence from the city of Lahore, Pakistan. World 
Development, 84, 312-25.  
Williams, CC, A Martinez-Perez and AM Kedir (2016b). Does bribery have a negative impact on 
firm performance? A firm-level analysis across 132 developing countries. International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 22(3), 398-415.   
Williams, CC, A Martinez-Perez and AM Kedir (2017). Informal entrepreneurship in developing 
economies: The impacts of starting-up unregistered on firm performance. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 41(5), 773-79.  
Yusuff, OS, AO Andrew and AA Adewole (2011). Factors affecting small-scale business 
performance in informal economy in Lagos State-Nigeria: a Gendered based analysis. 
Retrieved December 21, 2011: 
www.ilo.org/public/english/iira/documents/congresses/regional/lagos2011/5thsession/session
5/smallscaleent.pdf. 
Zakari, Y (2001). Entrepreneurs at home: secluded Muslim women and hidden economic activities 
in Northen Nigeria. Nordic Journal of African Studies, 10(1), 107-123. 
Zuin, V (2004). Business strategies of informal micro-entrepreneurs in Lama, Peru. Geneva: 
International; Institute for Labour Studies Decent Work Research Programme Discussion Paper 
DP/150/2004. 
 
